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Cover-up 


Is a massive cover-up being attempted 


over the matter of the number of coloured 
immigrants in this country? 

This is the question that now must be 
asked in view of the decision of the Gov- 
eriment to withdraw questions concerning 
ethnic origins from the national census due 
to be conducted next year. 

In the original plan for the census it was 
intended that these questions would be in- 
cluded. But as soon as this was known imm- 
igrant groups mounted a huge protest and 
threatened that if the census did include 
questions about ethnic origins they would 
organise a mass boycott of that part of the 
census. In other words, immigrants would 
refuse to fill in the answers to the questions 
about where they or their forefathers came 
from. In atrial run of the census conducted 
In Haringey borough of London, an area of 
very high immigrant concentration, this 


advertised. 


advertisement 
submitted. 


judgment require such alteration to be made. 


Spearhead. 


Page two 


SPEARHEAD 


No. 137 MARCH 1980 
Seacroft, 52 Westbourne Villas, Hove, Sussex 
Editor: John Tyndall 


Spearhead exists to reflect a cross-section of contemporary British nationalist opinion. It is 
privately published by its founder and is independent of all political parties and groups. 

Uniess specifically stated to the contrary, the views expressed in signed articles or letters are 
the sole responsibility of their authors and do not necessarily represent the views of the Editor or 
the policies of any political organisations Spearhead may support editorially. 

The appearance of an advertisement in Spearhead is not necessarily indicative that the Editor 
has any knowledge of, interest in or support for the product, service, organisation or function 


Spearhead welcomes enquiries from potential advertisers, to whom rates will be sent on 
request. Advertising matter, accompanied by pre-payment, must be submitted at least one month 
prior to the publishing date (normally the first day of each rnonth) of the issue for which the 
is intended. The Editor reserves the right to refuse to publish advertisements 


The Editor is pleased to receive from readers manuscripts of articles for possible publication 
which should normally be not longer than 1,250 words and typed in double-spacing. No payment 
is made for articles published, which become Spearhead copyright unless authors specifically 
request otherwise at the time they submit their manuscripts. The Editor reserves the right to 
shorten or otherwise amend articles accepted for publication should shortage of space or editorial 


Those wishing to re-print Spearhead articles must first gain the permission of the Editor and 
undertake to include with the re-printed matter the author’s name and the name and address of 


boycott was organised and certainly had an 
effect. Only 54 per-cent cf households 
returned the form, completed. 

It is of course a punishable offence in 
this country not to fill in and return a cen- 
sus form. Anyone committing such an off- 
ence renders themself liable to a £50 
fine and possible imprisonment. 

But cur Government was not prepared 
to take the necessary firm action to 
enforce the law - first by issuing a firm 
warning to immigrants as to the conseq- 
uences of their breaking it, then prosecut- 
ing them if they did. Instead it capitul- 
ated and withdrew the questions on race 
from the census. 

So the great question that everyone 
wants to know - just how many immigrants 
there are in this country - is going to be 


hushed up. 
Could it be that this is a welcomed 
let-out for the Government? Could it be 


that it really would prefer the British peo- 
ple not to know the frightening proportions 
that Britain’s coloured population has now 
reached? 


Money down the drain 


Hardly had the ink dried on the ballot 
papers that elected Mugabe to power in 
Rhodesia than Governor Lord Soames was 
back in London with a long list of the econ- 
omic aid that he believes Britain should 
give the regime. 

The Governor, it was reported, had 
already made his views plain. He believed 
that having succeeded against all the odds 
in achieving a peaceful and democratic 
transfer of power(!) in Rhodesia it would be 
churlish and foolish not to follow through 


with a big programme of aid. It is estim- 
ated that a figure as high as £500 million 
will immediately be needed by the new 
‘Zimbabwe’. Of this, Britain will be ex- 
pected to provide a very substantial part. 

Isn't it wonderful! Rhodesia when it was 
under White rule did not need, and did not 
ask for, a penny of aid from the outside 
world - a good thing from Britain’s point of 
view considering her own tottering economy 
- yet Rhodesia was not recognised as being 
independent! 

Now Zimbabwe, which replaces Rhod- 
esia, needs £500 million in aid just for 
starters. Yet Zimbabwe is regarded as being 
‘independent’! 


Expertise 


Robert Mugabe, the new ruler of Rhod- 
gsia. is: axMarxcisty ,Ais aa Marxist, itis his 
job to reorganise the Rhodesian broadcasting 
services in accordance with Marxist prin- 
ciples. 

With his own fellow Blacks obviously 
incapable of carrying this reorganisation 


out, he has to look abroad for assistants and 
advisers. And where abroad is he going to 
go? The Soviet Union? Czechoslovakia? 


East Germany? 

Not a bit of it. The assistance and ad- 
vice will be sought from the BBC. 

At least Mugabe knows where he will 
get the most expert help in organising 
broadcasting services along Marxist lines! 


Waste of time 


The constitutional talks in Northern 
Ireland have broken up in. total failure. 
After many weeks of talk, talk, talk, the 
different parties were no nearer a settle- 
ment than when they started. 

And the public expense of the operation 
has been enormous - an expense totally 
wasted. 

Yet here we have a Government whose 
leaders have been lecturing to the country 
for years that we have got to cut down on 
public spending - unnecessary public spen- 
ding in particular. 

Did no-one suggest to Northern Ireland 
Secretary Humphrey Atkins that the whole 
exercise would be a gigantic waste of 
money and time? How can there possibly 
be a settlement in Norther Ireland between 
people whose lives have been dedicated to 
totally opposite and irreconcilable things: 
the keeping of Northern Ireland in the 
United Kingdom and the incorporation of 
Northern Ireland in the Irish Republic? 

And when is the British Government 
going to give up chasing this ridiculous 
phantom of a ‘settlement’ and get down to 
the job it should be doing - ensuring the 
proper defence of this loyal and vital part 
of our country against subversion and terror- 
ism? 


Olympic folly 


The Government is making a total fool 
of itself, and of Britain, over the Moscow 
Olympics. 

It doesn’t want British athletes to com- 
pete in Moscow but it hasn’t the guts to for- 
bid them to do so. So instead it tries to 
‘lean’ on them by employing all sorts of 
moral and other pressure - this including 
witholding of leave to go to the games from 
all athletes working for state bodies, so that 
those athletes can only go at the risk of the 
loss of their jobs. 

Now it’s putting pressure on business 
firms to withdraw their sponsorship of any 
athletes going to the Olympics, and in a 
number of cases has succeeded. Now our 
athletes are short of money to compete and 
it may be that we can only send half the 
team we originally intended. 

This will not help our chances - already 
not too bright - of winning medals. What 
was likely to be another Olympic flop will 
now probably become an even bigger flop. 

And all because this country in the year 
1980 has been reduced to such impotence - 
politically, economically and militarily - 
that a boycott of the Moscow games, and a 
half-baked ome at that, is the best the 
Government can do in response to the 
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. 


Russia‘s real object 


While we are speaking of Afghanistan, 
it is interesting that in all the millions of 
words that have been said and written about 
the Russian invasion since it took place 
hardly a glimmer of the right interpretat- 
ion has emerged. 

Shock, horror and outrage have been 
expressed at this aggressive action by the 
world’s politicians and press but this only 
indicates one thing: that Russia's enemies 
are still thinking about international polit- 
ics emotionally while Russia herself is thin- 
king strategically. 

We hear a lot of talk about Afghanistan 
being caltured “for Communism”. 

But in fact Communism has very little 
to do with the real reasons for Afghanistan’s 
capture. 

The truth is that Soviet Russia today, in 
the manner of the great Western powers in 
the times before they fell into liberal dec- 
adence, maintains behind the facade of 
Marxist rhetoric a healthy instinct of nat- 
ional self-preservation and a healthy will 
to power. 

Power in the world today is very much 
bound up with oil. Russia’s reserves of oil 
are running out and she is becoming a net 
importer of the commodity. 

And, as we ali know, oil importers 
these days are being held to ransom by the 


OPEC countries, with their economies 
hopelessly disrupted by the huge rises in oil 
prices. 

Russia’s rulers, unlike the soft boobs who 
govern her rivals in the West, are not pre- 
pared to be held to ransom by the world’s 
oil suppliers. They are concerned to ensure 
a source of oil supply which they can regu- 
late on their own terms. 

Such a potential source of oil supply is 
Iran. 


TAKING HOLY ORDERS? 

Dr. Runcie, the new Archbishop of Canter- 
bury, puts on his skull cap before having 
lunch with the Jewish Board of Deputies. 
This engagement was shortly before the 
Archbishop’s enthronement as Primate of 
England. Did he visit the Board for the 
purpose of receiving a briefing for his 
new job? 


So what has Russia done? First she has 
played a major role in toppling the Shah 
and bringing chaos to Iran - with the strong 
possibility that a Soviet puppet regime will 
eventually take over the country when the 
Ayatollah has either died or been moved 
out of the way. 

Next she has marched into Afghanistan 
and in a stroke doubled the length of her 
frontier with Iran and faced that country 
from the East as well as from the North. 

Will Russia’s next step be to invade 
Iran and take over her oil? If it is, it will 
be easier to do so from the strategic point 
of view now that she has possession of Iran’s 
Eastern neighbour. Also Russia has learned 
from the experience of her Afghanistan in- 
vasion that the most the Western powers are 
likely to do is make a few feeble protests. 
The fuss over the Olympic boycott is indic- 
ative not so much of what the West is pre- 
pared to do as what it is not prepared to 
do over the invasion of Afghanistan. Russia 


has been encouraged to think that it would 
be the same with Iran. 

Probably, the Russians would prefer to 
avoid the trouble of invading and policing 
Iran - just as she would prefer, when the 
moment is ripe, to get out of Afghanistan 
and avoid the trouble she has got there. 

But - and this is a very big but - by her 
demonstration that she can and will march 
into Afghanistan - and by implication Iran 
too - at any time she wishes, she has estab- 
lished a psychological relationship with 
both those countries by which she can get 
precisely what she wants out of them at any 
time she wants. She has in fact effectively 
‘Finlandised’ them. 

And what is the next thing that Russia 
will want? We predict that it will be Iran- 
ian oil on her own terms. 

We in the Western nations should not be 
throwing up our hands in moralistic shock 
at what Russia is doing. We should be tak- 
ing note of the fact that Russia is today the 
only major White nation to put into effect 
the principles of international power polit- 
ics by which we once dominated the world 
ourselves - and which we have abandoned 
to our Own cost. 

This is the moral lesson of the Afghan- 
istan invasion. Are we fit to learn it? That 
is the question. 


More dependence? 


A very careful assessment is now being 
made in the Ministry of Defence of future 
expenditure with a view, so we are told, to 
getting better “value for money” in our 
defences. 

The Tory Government is concerned to 
be seen carrying out its pledge to streng- 
then Britain’s defences while at the same 
time being seen equally to carry out its 
pledge to reduce public expenditure. 

In a White Paper issued recently it was 
stated that: “In the management of the 
programme, special emphasis will be 
placed on value for money and greater ad- 
ministrative economy and efficiency.” 

According to the Air Correspondent of 
The Sunday Telegraph: “This is taken to 
mean that some home-built projects with 
large research and development bills may 
be scrapped in favour of direct purchase 
from abroad or licensed production of for- 
eign equipment.” 

We do not like the sound of this. There 
simply is no substitute, if Britain is to be 
able to defend herself adequately, to her 
maintenance of an adequate capacity to 
produce her own weapons of defence. Once 
national defence becomes substantially 
dependent upon foreign supplies and tech- 
nology it ceases to be national defence in 
any true meaning of the term. We should 
therefore vigorously reject this expedient. 
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“BRITAIN should shut up or get out. So 
said M. Jacques Chirac, the French Gaul- 
list leader in reference to the British Gov- 
emments attempts to renegotiate the 
terms of the British contribution to the 
EEC Budget 

And we agree with M. Chirac. 

Those in this country who were all in 
favour of our going into the Common 
Market and who have constantly defended 
the retention of British membership of the 
Market since we joined have only them- 
selves to blame if conditions in the Euro- 
pean Community are not to their liking. 
This is why we have absolutely no sympa- 
thy with those British politicians, includ- 
ing Prime Minister Mrs. Thatcher, who 
are trying to get the Community’s policies 
altered to suit Britain. 

There is only one thing to do if we do 
not like the way the Community is run - 
leave it. 

This year Britain is expected to have 
to contribute £1,250 to the EEC Budget. 
The present Government is making a great 
show of opposing this blatantly unfair rule. 
But is it really claimed that when we dec- 
ided to enter the Market it was not known 
that this kind of thing would happen? Apo- 
logists for the Market will doubtless claim 
that it is our poor economic performance 
- plus the fact that we import so much 
food from outside the EEC - that account 
for the burden of the Budget falling so 
heavily upon us. But in fact both these 
things were thoroughly predictable. One 
of the sweeteners that the last Tory Gov- 
ernment offered us when we went in was 
the promise that we would still be able to 
obtain dairy and other food produce from 
our traditional suppliers, such as New Zea- 
land. As for our poor economic perform- 
ance, this magazine forecast in August 
1971 that Britain would be faced with a 
massive extra import bill as a result of the 
elimination of its tariff barriers against 
EEC goods, then standing at 10-11 per- 
cent, and that this increase in imports 
wouid mot be counter-balanced by any 
commensurate gains in exports to the Con- 
tinent. We said that British industry would 
decline as a result of our entering the EEC 
and we have been proved right. Were not 
Government departments, with their vastly 
greater facilities of research and inform- 
ation, capable of finding out what was 
obvious to Spearhead? 
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The disastrous results of the 
Common Market for Britain have 
»een clearly enough seen by the 
British people. In 1975 the people 
voted in a referendum by a subs- 
tantial majority to stay in Europe. 


In a recent poll the results of 
which were published in Now! 
magazine (a  pro-Market publication) 


nearly 60 per-cent thought that Market 
membership had been a bad thing for this 
country. This was in contrast to the opin- 
ions of people in all the other eight mem- 
ber countries, who believed that the EEC 
had been a good thing for their respective 
countries. 


BRITAIN HAS THE WHIP HAND 


In the same issue of Now! Enoch Pow- 
ell soundly demolished another fallacy of 
the Marketeers: that Britain was obliged 
to stay in the Community. Britain, he 


THE ‘CASE’ FOR STAYING IN (!!! 


In Now! magazine of the 21st March Dr. David Owen, MP, was invited to 


TIME TO COME 


OUT 


not the Community, has the whip 
hand. British seas contain the majority of 
the total fish of Community waters. Brit- 
ain is the largest producer of energy and 
the sole producer of oilin the Community. 
The Community’s huge trade surplus with 
Britain places it at our mercy in negotiat- 
ing terms for subsequent trade... It is Brit- 
ain which, far more than even Germany, 
is propping up the rest of the Community 
...The Community lives on us, not we on 
the Community. 

As Britain’s European disasters mount 
up, it gives us no pleasure to say “We 
told you so!” Let us waste no more time 
pleading for better terms in Europe. Let 
us come out - without delay! 


said, 


submit an article stating the case for continued British membership of the Com- 
mon Market in opposition to an article by Enoch Powell putting the case against. 
It was not until two-thirds of the way through his article that Dr. Owen even att- 
empted to put up any case at all: up to then he just discoursed on the problems 
that had beset the relationship between members of the Market - a good case 
against, although he doubtless did not intend it that way. We finally come to his 
case in favour. It is worth printing. This is what he says: - 


“The most important reason why Britain should remain a member of the Euro- 
pean Community is to play a full part in concerting policy within the frame- 
work of political co-operation. No-one in Europe should be under any illus- 
ion about the long term dangers of letting the US build up a feeling of resent- 
ment that their friends and allies in Europe have not been prepared to shoul- 
der their share of the burden in responding to Soviet action in Afghanistan... 
The political case for British membership of the Community is stronger in 
1980 than it was in 1972 when we first joined. We must ensure a trilateral 
relationship with the French and the Germans. We must use the Community 
for a constructive dialogue with Ireland over the Irish question.” 


For sheer meaningless waffle this exceeds almost anything we have heard 
from a leading politician in recent times - and that is really saying something! 
As Enoch Powell said in his reply, in any matter where we and the Continent 
have a mutual interest in co-operation and in forming a common front there 
would be no obstacle to an independent Britain doing so. As for Europe shoulder - 
ing its share of the burden in responding to Soviet action in Afghanistan, we are 
not aware that it has done anything of the sort. Constructive dialogue with Ireland 
over the Irish question? Why should we have a dialogue with a foreign country 
over a British internal matter? And even if we did, why do we have to “use the 
Continent’ to do so? 

As an exhibit of how bankrupt the pro-Market side has become, this surely 
takes the prize. 


NATIONALISM AND THE 
OLD BRITISH SOCIALISTS 


MODERN Socialists who support the so- 
called ‘Anti Nazi League’ and other anti- 
racialist organizations would be_ highly 
embarrassed to learn of the nationalist and 
racialist attitudes displayed by many early 
British Socialists. ; 

Prominent amongst these was Robert 
Blatchford, editor of a newspaper entitled 
The Clarion, and author of Merrie England 
(1893) and Britain for the British (1902). 
(A facsimile reproduction of Merrie England 
was issued in 1976 by the Journeyman Press, 
from which the following quotations are 
taken). 

Bob Blatchford advocated a form of 
non-Marxian Socialism which he supported 
by an appeal to ethics and common sense. 
His ideas relating to communal kitchens and 
the like are rather quaint by modern stan- 
dards of affluence and privacy, but it must 
be remembered that when Blatchford was 
writing in the 1890s large sections of the 
British working-class were condemned to 
grinding poverty and degradation. 

It is obvious from Blatchford’s writings 
that his military training had conditioned 
him to attempt to apply the solutions of war 
to the problems of peace. A parallel between 
a military society and a socialist one has 
been drawn before, and Blatchford’s approach 
was to be echoed by the Nationalist move- 
ments which blossomed all over Europe in 
the 1920s and 30s. 

What concerns us here, however, is 
Blatchford’s obvious patriotism, his aware- 
ness of the biological realities of life, and — 
as modern Socialists would term it — his 
‘racial prejudice’. Blatchford was, for 
example, an enthusiastic advocate of British 
naval supremacy and a bitter opponent of 
the IRA rising in Easter 1916. In order to 
give a proper impression of Blatchford’s 
ideas, however, we can do no better than 
turn to his vision of Merrie England. 

Unlike modern Socialists who preach 
the Marxist concept of absolute economic 
determinism to the exclusion of all other 
factors, Blatchford accepted that: “‘Men are 
made what they are by two forces: heredity 
and environment,’ and continued: “Your 
intellect and character are at birth what your 
forefathers made them.” (P.32). 

He also accepted innate differences in 
national character, praising the British 
People for being “intelligent, industriousy 
strong, and famous for their perseverance, 
their inventiveness and resource.” (P.2). 

While Marxian Socialists have an entirely 
materialistic world outlook, Blatchford 
specifically attacked laissez-faire Capitalism 
for its materialism: 

“Your Manchester School treat all Social 
and Industrial problems from the standpoint 


of mere animal subsistence. They do not 
seem to think that you have any mind. With 
them it is a question of bread and cheese and 
be thankful.” (P.4). 


ECONOMIC NATIONALISM 


Unlike most modern Socialists Blatch- 
ford was an advocate of Economic National- 
ism: 

“The present national ideal is to become 
‘The Workshop of the World’. That is to say, 
the British people are to manufacture goods 
for sale to foreign countries, and in return 
for those goods are to get more money than 
they could obtain by developing the 
resources of their own country for their own 
use. 

““My ideal is that each individual should 
seek his advantage in co-operation with his 
fellows, and that the people should make the 
best of their own country before attempting 
to trade with other peoples.” (Pp.2-3). 

Blatchford’s advocacy of Economic 
Nationalism was carried over into the agri- 
cultural field. In the following passage 
Blatchford addresses himself to Mr. Smith, 
an imaginary reader: 

“But don’t you see, Mr. Smith, that if 
we lose our power to feed ourselves we 
destroy the advantages of our insular 
position? Don’t you see that if we destroy 
our agriculture we destroy our independence 
at a blow, and become a defenceless nation? 
Don’t you see that the people who depend 
on foreigners for their food are at the mercy 


of any ambitious statesman who chooses to, 


make war upon them?” (P.14). 

Unlike modern Socialists with their 
open and subterranean connections with 
cosmopolitan financiers, Blatchford railed 


ees 


Reprinted, with title 
slightly amended, with 
acknowledgements to 


HERITAGE AND DESTINY, 
BCM 5766, London 
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against Finance Capitalism and characterised 
the Jew as his favourite example of a usurer 
who lends money for public works: 

“Suppose a rich Jew has lent a million 
to the Government at 3 per cent. He draws 
every year £30,000 in interest. Who pays it? 
It is raised by taxation. Who pays the taxes? 
They are all paid either by the workers or by 
those who get their money from the workers. 
And the Jew gets his interest for ever. That 
is to say, that after he has drawn back all his 
million in interest the Government goes on 
paying him out of your earnings, my hard- 
headed friend, £30,000 a year as long as any 
one is left to claim it. Probably the million 
was wasted in some foolish work, or wicked 
war, but because a minister in 1812 was a 
knave or a fool, British industry is taxed to 
the tune of £30,000 a year, world without 
end, amen. 

“And the worst of it is that the money 
the Jew lent was not earned by him, but by 
the ancestors of the very people who are 
now paying his descendants interest for the 
loan of it.” (P.29). 

In at least one reprinted version of Merrie 
England which the writer of this article once 
saw, the word “Jew” was replaced by ‘“‘rich 
man”. This is just one small example of the 
wholesale suppression of the facts about the 
Nationalist and Racialist attitudes of early 
British Socialists. 

Writing in Jhe Clarion Blatchford 
expressed concern over the influx of “poor 
unshorn and unsavoury children of the 
Ghetto” into Britain. He said that the 


number of Jewish aliens in East London was 
alarming “‘and their increase appalling’. The 
paper also declared that their habits were 
“unclean”, and that “‘their presence is often 
a menace and an injury to the English 

Contd. overleaf 


H.M.S. Lion — the British flagship at the Battle of Jutland in 1916. The early Socialist, Bob 


Blatchford, was an enthusiastic supporter of the maintenance of British naval supremacy. 
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working classes.” (Quoted by Edmund 
Silberner in “‘British Socialism and the Jews”, 
Historia Judaica, X1V 1952, pp.40-41). 

Blatchford’s Economic Nationalism was 
to some extent shared by Pete Curran, the 
Gas Workers’ representative in the Indepen- 
dent Labour Party, though it is important to 
grasp that the Socialists were split over their 
attitude to the Empire. While some followed 
Joe Chamberlain in viewing the Empire as a 
vital asset, others saw it as a drain on British 
resources. Perhaps both views had an element 
of truth in them, but it is beyond the scope 
of this article to discuss this question. What 
interests us here is that both views were 
essentially patriotic. Speaking at a Socialist 
Congress in 1900 Pete Curran stated: 

“Great efforts are now being made in 
England to convince the Trade Unionists 
that the Colonial policy is in their interests, 
for it creates new markets and thereby 
increases the possibility of work and raises 
wages. But the English Trade Unionists are 
not to be caught with those fine words; they 
answer: so long as there are children in 
England who go hungry to school, so long as 


there are workers who wander about in rags. 


and die in wretchedness, the English workers 
have no interest in exporting to the Colonies 
the goods they produce. And if the ‘Jingoes’ 
rejoice in the fact England has become a 
great country on which the sun never sets, 
then I say that in England there are thousands 
of homes on which the sun has never risen.” 


THE FABIANS 


The reference to ‘Jingoes’ is related to 
the Boer War which brought the question of 
Imperialism to a head, splitting the Socialist 
ranks. While some supported the war out of 
patriotism, others attacked it as the work of 
shady financiers. The Fabian Society objected 
(in George Bernard Shaw’s phrase) to “stray 
little states lying about in the way of great 
powers”, while Bruce Glasier of the Indepen- 
dent Labour Party complained in his diary 
about the whipping up of war hysteria: “All 
our civilization seems to fall away .. . Alas, 
the people seem to have gone back. The Daily 
Mail and the other great Capitalist and Jewish 
. . . papers have excited madness among 
them .. .” (The views of H. M. Hyndman 
and his Social-Democratic Federation are 
covered later in this article). 

Before she was married Beatrice Webb 
had spent a few weeks in the East End of 
London as a working girl and investigator of 
sweated labour. As a result of this research 
she drew a number of conclusions about the 
Jews which were published in 1888 in The 
Nineteenth Century magazine. 


Pass on Spearhead 


when you have 
finished reading 
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She stated that “the love of profit as 
distinct from other forms of money-earning 
is the strongest impelling motive of the Jewish 
race,” and that they were deficient in “social 
morality”. 

In a treatise entitled Jndustrial Demo- 
cracy written by Beatrice and her husband, 
they refer to the Jews in England as ‘“‘a con- 
stant influence for degradation.” 

George Bernard Shaw, meanwhile, 
characterized the Jews as “‘the real enemy, 
the invader from the East, the Druze, the 
ruffian, the oriental parasite, in a word the 
Jew.” (Morning Post 13.12.25). 

In his book The Outline of History 
(1920) H. G. Wells stated: ‘The Jews looked 
for a special saviour, a messiah, who was to 
redeem mankind by the agreeable process of 
restoring the fabulous glories of David and 
Solomon, and bringing the whole world at 


last under the benevolent but firm Jewish 


heel.” 


H. G. WELLS 


In Is Race Conflict Unavoidable? (1924) 
he wrote: “ ... the natural thought forms, 
and dispositions and instinctive reactions of 
Northern Europeans and Jews, Negroes and 
Whites, Indians and Chinese, vary subtly and 
profoundly: you can no more ignore 
differences of race than differences of sex. 
They are things greatly intensified and 
supplemented by differences of tradition, 
training and conditions, but when all such 
modifications are eliminated, essential differ- 
ences remain.” 


H. M. HYNDMAN 


Of all the early Socialists with Nationalist 
and Racialist leanings, one of the most 
genuinely patriotic was the self-confessed 
but highly enigmatic Marxist, H.M. Hyndman 
(1842-1921). Hyndman, whose family was 
of Ulster Scots origin, was originally a ‘Tory 
Radical’. As a young man he was sympathetic 
to the Italian Nationalist struggle, the 
Risorgimento, and became interested in 
greater unification between Britain, Australia 
and Canada. He may have been influenced in 
this by his Cambridge contemporary, Charles 
Dilke, whose Greater Britain was published 
in 1868. 


Hyndman gradually took a greater and 
greater interest in Socialism, however, and in 
January 1881 he wrote an article in The 
Nineteenth Century magazine entitled The 
Dawn of a Revolutionary Epoch. This made 
some interesting revelations on the role of 
Jews both in the ‘Establishment’ and in revo- 
lutionary movements: 

“The influence of the Jews at the present 
time is more noticeable than ever . . . They 
are at the head of European capitalists . . . In 
politics many Jews are in the front rank. The 
press in more than one European capital is 
almost wholly in their hands. The Rothschilds 
are but the leading name among a whole 
series of capitalists . . . But while on one 
hand the Jews are thus beyond dispute the 
leaders of the plutocracy of Europe... 
another section of the same race form the 
leaders of that revolutionary propaganda 
which is making way against that very 
capitalist class represented by their own 
fellow-Jews. Jews — more than any other 
men — have held forth against those who 
make their living not by producing value but 
by trading on the differences of value; they 
at this moment are acting as the leaders in 
the revolutionary movement which I have 
endeavoured to trace. Surely we have here a 
very strange phenomenon . . . Those, there- 
fore, who are accustomed to look upon all 
Jews as essentially practical and conservative, 
as certain, too, to enlist on the side of the 
prevailing social system, will be obliged to 
reconsider their conclusions. But the whole 
subject of the bad and good effects of Jewish 
influence on European social conditions is 
worthy of a more thorough investigation 
than can be undertaken here. Enough, that 
in the period we are approaching not the 
slightest influence on the side of revolution 
will be that of the Jew.” 

Later in the same year Hyndman founded 
the Democratic Federation, which changed 
its name to the Social-Democratic Feder- 
ation in 1884, to the Social-Democratic Party 
in 1907, and effectively became the British 
Socialist Party in 1911. 

Throughout the rest of his political 
career Hyndman considered himself to be a 
Marxist, though Marx was jealously contemp- 
tuous of him and Engels hostile. It was 
perhaps the crowning irony of Hyndman’s 
life that he should have continued to describe 
himself as a disciple of a Jew, when his 
attitude to the Jews as a group became less 
and less ambiguous and more and more 
openly critical. 

Hyndman condemned the Jameson raid 
as a “piratical expedition” bankrolled by 
“the most loathsome set of Jew capitalists 
and Christian financiers.’ (H. M. Hyndman 
and British Socialism by Chushichi Tsuzuki, 
Oxford University Press 1961, p.126). 

When the Boer War finally broke out he 
described it as “the Jews’ War” and as an 
“abominable war on behalf of German-Jew 
mineowners and other international inter- 
lopers.” At a London meeting in 1900 he 
spoke so forcefully of the ‘Jewish Inter- 


H. M. HYNDMAN 


national” that a motion of censure was tabled 
for the forthcoming party conference. (bid. 
p.128). 

Hyndman was disturbed by the election 
to the Federation’s executive in 1900 of 
Theodore Rothstein, a Jewish émigré from 
Russia. It was Rothstein and Zelda Kahan, 
who was also of Russian-Jewish origin, who 
led the opposition to Hyndman’s growing 
mistrust of German ambitions and the 
support given to them by German-Jewish 
Socialists. 

In a private letter dated 9 May 1905 
Hyndman complained that: “ . . . among 
certain cliques it is as inadmissable to criticize 
the Germans in Socialism as it is to point out 
that Jews have their drawbacks.” (/bid.p.199). 

The struggle with Rothstein had a strange 
sequel for during the subsequent Great War 
Hyndman got hold of a list of Foreign Office 
employees which included Rothstein’s name: 
“What was my amazement and _ horror,” 
wrote Hyndman, “to find among them the 
name of Th. Rothstein, a Russian-German 
Jew, who has been working here for years in 
and out of the Socialist movement . . . for 
and on behalf of Germany.” (bid. p.244). 

In the pre-War period the Labour Party 
in the House of Commons opposed British 
rearmament, but Hyndman advocated it 
particularly with regard to the navy. He 
accused the Labour Party of wanting only “a 
sham defence” which was “worse than no 
defence at all.” (/bid.p.210). Kahan and 
Rothstein naturally agitated against him. 


NATIONAL INDEPENDENCE 


In the 3 September 1910 issue of his 
paper, Justice, Hyndman wrote of: “.. . the 
right and duty of this nationality to maintain 
its independence, even under capitalism . . . 


There is no mistake about that. If this is to 
be a jingo, then | am a jingo: if this is to be a 
bourgeois, then I am a bourgeois; if this is to 
be an opponent of organized Socialist 
opinion, then I am an opponent of organized 
Socialist opinion.” 

It is obvious from the above passage 
that Hyndman, although a self-proclaimed 
‘Marxist’, was first and foremost a patriot, 
and only secondly a Socialist: while his ‘inter- 
nationalism’ stopped short of — inter- 
nationalism! 

In 1911 the transformation of the S.D.P. 
into the B.S.P. with added elements who had 
left the Independent Labour Party, gave 
Zelda Kahan and her supporters a majority 
on the new executive in favour of disarma- 
ment. Hyndman threatened to resign while 
one of his supporters, Victor Fisher, actually 
did so, denouncing Kahan and ‘‘comrades 
alien in blood and race.” (bid. p.213). 

In Ireland, meanwhile, the Ulster 
Loyalists were arming to resist Irish Home 
Rule, and Hyndman welcomed ‘the bold 
front shown by the Ulstermen.” (/bid.p.189). 
Events there were soon overshadowed by 
the European conflict, however. 

When the First World War broke out 
Hyndman drafted a manifesto declaring that 
Britain had no interest in the quarrel, but 
once Britain was itself at war Hyndman 
came out strongly in support of his own 
country. His hold on the party weakened, 
however, when a member of the executive 
who supported the war volunteered for 
military service, and was replaced by an inter- 
nationalist, J. Fineberg, another Russian Jew. 
This was deplored by Hyndman’s supporters 
who attacked “the pro-German attitude of 
several Russo-Jewish refugees.” (bid. p.225). 

Victor Fisher who had earlier been 
reconciled with the B.S.P. repudiated it 
entirely as being dominated by the inter- 
nationalist and thus unpatriotic outlook of 
exiles. In April 1915 Fisher formed a Socialist 
National Defence Committee which included 
Blatchford and H. G. Wells. It advanced the 
cause of “Britain for the British”, an echo of 
Blatchford’s 1902 pamphlet, and attacked 
the anti-War ‘“‘pseudo-Socialists’” who were 
“aliens by birth, blood or sentiment”’. ([bid. 
p.233). This committee later became the 
British Workers’ National League and later 
still the National Democratic Party. 


NATIONAL SOCIALIST PARTY 


Hyndman, meanwhile, split away from 
the B.S.P. in April 1916, and soon after 
formed the National Socialist Party. Amongst 
its leading personalities was the patriotic 
Adolphe Smith, who collaborated with the 
authoress Nesta Webster in her once famous 
exposés of that peculiar alliance between 
Capitalism, Bolshevism and German 
Imperialism. 

Hyndman was sympathetic to Kerensky 
and the Social Revolutionaries who wanted 
to pursue the war, but bitterly opposed to 
the Bolsheviks. He later denounced Lenin as 


ee 


a Communist Ivan the Terrible’, and 
described the Bolshevik régime as “‘auto- 
cratic, cruel and butcherly to the last degree.” 
([bid.p.239). He supported Allied interven- 
tion against the Bolsheviks, provided support 
was given only to those who opposed both 
Bolshevism and Czarism. 

In May 1917 Hyndman attacked Karl 
Marx’s grandson, Jean Longuet, the leading 


pacifist in the French Socialist Party. Hynd- 


man concluded: “Of late the Jewish blood in 
him had been manifesting itself chiefly in 
love for intrigue.”’ (bid. p.244), 

When peace came the N.S.P. advocated 
that Hyndman should act as a_ British 
representative at the Peace Conference, a 
suggestion which was supported by the 
Conservative Morning Post which, inciden- 
tally, did a great deal to expose the real 
nature of Bolshevism. The paper praised him 
as “a sound Patriot an Englishman who 
does not allow his Socialism or his demo- 
cratic passion to produce anti-nationalism”’. 
(Morning Post, 28 November 1918). 

It need hardly be pointed out that the 
Conservative Morning Post and the Socialist 
H. M. Hyndman are both far removed from 
their modern counterparts today. 

Hyndman was to have little role to play 
in the post-War world, and he died after a 
short illness in November 1921. In March 
1922 a Hyndman Memorial Committee was 
set up whose members included Bernard 
Shaw and Wickham Steed, editor of The 
Times. The position of Wickham Steed was 
somewhat analogous to that of the Morning 
Post. In his memoirs, Through Thirty Years 
(Heinemann, 1924), Steed suggested that 
President Wilson’s demand for recognition 
of Bolshevik Russia at the Peace Conference 
was motivated by “Jacob Schiff, Warburg 
and other international financiers who 
wished above all to bolster the Jewish 
Bolshevists to secure a field for German 
and Jewish exploitation of Russia.” 

What Hyndman shared in common with 
both the Morning Post and Wickham Steed 
was a common ethnic loyalty which trans- 
cended their political differences. It was in 
essence a mirror image of that opposing 
ethnic thread which joined International 
Finance and Bolshevism, and it was to fore- 
shadow the development of the new political 
patterns of the 1920s and 30s. 

In retrospect the First World War, like 
the Second was a cataclysmic tragedy which 
all true patriots have come to deplore. At 
the time, though, support for the war was 
the mark of a patriot, and it is in that light 
that the attitude of these pro-War Socialist 
pioneers must be seen. 

The obvious patriotism and candid 
racialism of these early Socialists is in marked 
contrast to the attitudes and views held by 
Socialists today. The triumph of internation- 
alism and the change from an open-minded 
and well-meaning approach to a mindless 
religious fanaticism is a reflection of the 
changing genetic complexion of Socialism’s 
own advocates. 
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NOT THE LEAST significant feature of 
the recent by-election at Southend 
East was the meagre vote cbtained by 
Mr. T. Robertson, the candidate for 
the New Britain party. Mr. Robertson 
polled 532 votes out of a total of 
36,067, making a percentage OF ee oe 
This compares with 676 votes out o! 
39,972 (1.7 per-cent) cbtained by the 
National Front candidate in the same 
constituency in the General Election 
last May. 

The New Britain party fights on a 
platform almost identical to that of 
the NF, the main difference being that its policies are presented in somewhat milder 
form. On the immigration issue it advocates only ‘voluntary’ repatriation of coloured 
immigrants. It avoids marches and other strident forms of public Jemonstration. And 
it has no ‘controversial’ figures among its leadership who can be smeared by media references to their 
past or present ‘extremist’ (i.e. ‘Nazi’ or ‘Fascist’) associations. 

The New Britain party, in other words, fits perfectly the public image which some would advocate 
for the National Front. It has the aura of respectability that, according to the theory of the would be 
image-changers of the NF, will provide the passport to acceptance by the British electorate which the 
latter party failed to obtain at the polls last year. 

After the May General Election there was a controversy in the National Front over the causes of its 
disappointing results. The majority in the party accepted the view that these results were due, not to 
any deficiency in the party itself, but to political factors entirely outside its control: a general change 
in the direction of the political wind, the supposition by many voters that the Tories were going to im- 
plement most of the policies that had previously won support for the Front, and the appallingly unfair 
media coyerage of the NF electoral campaign. 

A minority, on the other hand, sought to make scapegoats of the party s leadership by alleging that 
its image and tactics were all wrong. Personalities whose names were surrounded with controversy as a 
result of their past political activities should step down. Policy pronouncements on sensitive issues such 
as race should be toned down. Marches and other activities which provoked vioient reactions by the 
party's opponents should be abandoned. All this, the minority faction proposed, would improve the Andrew Fountaine (top 
election prospects of the party if it were adopted. bag iv1se fg picture) and Anthony 

This has been the central message o! the faction calling itself the ‘Constitutional Movement’ which Reed-Herbert (below) 
has attempted to disrupt the party since late Summer last year. It has also formed the main plank of the — formed factions in pursuit 
platform adopted by another breakaway group calling itself the British People s Party (later changed to of ‘respectability’ theory 
British Democratic Party) which is based mainly in the Midlands and which was led by Mr. Anthony now firmly discredited. 
Reed-Herbert. 

The result at Southend East should surely persuade many of the rank-and-file who have supported 
these dissident groups that greater electoral success through political cosmetics is a total phantom. Th2 
New Bricain vote was obtained in a by-election. By-elections usually offer much more promising possi- 
bilities to small new parties than general elections. Voters at by-elections are more disposed to register 
‘protest’ votes, At by-elections parties can concentrate all their campaigning resources in one area 
instead of having to disperse them all over the country - an advantage especially to small political org- 
anisations whose resources are limited and which, usually lacking national media coverage, depend 
especially on local impact. 

Yet despite these advantages - plus the inestimable advantage of 10 months of public disillusionment 
with the Thatcher Government - the New Britain party failed even to do as well as the NF did in the 
same constituency last May, when only a tiny fraction of its campaigning resources were available to 
support its candidate. 

The result at Southend East should strongly vindicate those who have said that the trouble with the 
NF at the moment is that it is fighting in a political climate that simply is not favourable to minority 
parties with a new message. This, and not any fault of ‘image’ is basically what is limiting its progress. 

The same political climate militated against a good vote for the New Britain party at Southend East 
just as it did against the same party in the General Election last May, when its candidates scored 581 votes (1. 4 per-cent) in Bourne- 
miouth East and 136 votes (0.5 per-cent) in Islington South and Finsbury. It militated also against the United Country Party, another 
group peddling NF- orientated policies under a ‘respectable’ label in the General Election. Standing candidates in Chichester and 
Farnham, it could only win votes of 863 (1.5 per-cent) and 170 (0. 3 per-cent). 

It is also interesting that John Tyndall, the chief target of the would be image-changers of the NF on account of the controversy 
surrounding his political activities in the National Socialist Movement in the early 1960s, obtained the best vote of all the 301 National 
Front candidates in the General Election and at the same time recorded one of the lowest drops in the vote from the 1974 figures ach- 
ieved in the same constituencies. Standing in Hackney South and Shoreditch, he polled 1,958 votes, or 7. 6 per-cent of the poll. 
Compared with 9. 4 per-cent in 1974, this re,sresented a decrease far below the national average for the party. 

Both the dissident groups that have split from the National Front and other groups, such as the New Britain party, should learn the 
obvious lesson from these results - that there just is no mileage to be obtained from the pursuit of an illusive ‘respectability’ in politics. 
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BRITISH INDUSTRY is being killed by 
imports, yet British government refuses to 
take the action that is obviously necessary 
to prevent industrial death. It will not stop 
the import invasion because to do so would 
be to admit that the whole essence of 
Conservative economic thinking in modern 
times has been wrong. Britain’s unemploy- 
ment queues lengthen, and _ Britain’s 
industrial areas fall into decay, in order that 
dogma may be preserved unchallenged. The 
Thatcher Government leads us blindly into 
the 1980s, serenading us with the blessings 
of the ‘free market’ — yet every sign of the 
times is that the ‘free market’ spells ruin to 
the industry of our country. 

We have only to look at the figures. 
During 1979 we imported £34 billion worth 
of manufactured goods out of a total import 
bill of £48.4 billion. In other words, nearly 
three-quarters of the goods we buy from 
abroad consists of goods which we should, 
and could, be making ourselves. 

And the trend is frightening. Only five 
years ago the proportion of imports that 
consisted of manufactures was 40 per-cent. 
What is it going to be in five years’ time? 

56 per-cent of the new cars sold in 
Britain in 1979 were made abroad. The 
figures for agricultural machinery were 44 
per-cent; for machine tools 48 per-cent; for 
construction equipment 71 per-cent; for 
black and white TV sets 50 per-cent; for 
record players 51 per-cent; for portable 
radios 96 per-cent; for washing machines 
44 per-cent; for typewriters 71 per-cent; for 
pocket calculators 72 per-cent; for toys S1 
per-cent; for clocks 61 per-cent; for cutlery 
70 per-cent; for domestic glassware 66 per- 
cent; for footwear 34 per-cent; for shirts and 
overalls 38 per-cent; for sports equipment 74 
per-cent; for all textile goods 33 per-cent. 


DECLINE IN G.N.P. 


The latest figures released by the 
Cambridge Department of Applied Eco- 
nomics (a group which on past evidence has 
not been prone to exaggeration) tell us that 


Why the import 
invasion must stop 


the gross national product in the United 
Kingdom is expected to decline by 10 per- 
cent in the next two years and that unem- 
ployment is going to rise steadily in the same 
period, reaching over 3 million before the 
mid-1980s. In view of these import trends, 
such news is hardly surprising. 

Why then does Britain not do _ the 
obvious — close the door on the imports that 
are killing our native industries? 

The answer is not a simple one but 
basically it consists of two strands. In the 
first place, enormously powerful vested 
interests operate in support of the inter- 
nationalist system which requires that the 
door to imports remains open. Both Inter- 
national Finance and the multi-national 
companies stand to profit by the greatest 
possible liberalisation of trade, and these 
wield much more political muscle than any 
vested interests involved in the protection of 
the British market. Britain is a signatory to 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, 
an internationalist agreement instituted at 
the end of World War II whose purposes 
included the prevention of Britain exploiting 
what were then the possibilities of Imperial 
Preference. By this agreement we have been 
tied ever since to the internationalist system. 
This tie was strengthened when the last 
government negotiated a massive loan from 
the International Monetary Fund,a condition 
of which was that we do nothing to hinder 
free international trade over our frontiers. 
We are also bound by the rules of the 
Common Market, which do not permit trade 
discrimination against the other members of 
the European Community. Britain could 
break free of these international agreements 
but it would require courage and strong 
and prudent economic management, neither 


of which are likely to come from the present 
Government or Opposition. 

In the second place — and this is the 
area on which this article concentrates to 
close the door on imports would be a heresy 
against the ruling economic religion, the 
dogma that has dominated economic thinking 
in this country since the Industrial 
Revolution. 


APPEAL OF OLD DOGMA 


The dogma is of course not without 
powertul appeal particularly in those 
circles where private enterprise is the most 
favoured system of economy. Given the 
premises on which the private enterprise 
system is justified, it is easy to extend those 
premises to incorporate a justification of 
international free trade. 

Those of us who favour private enterprise 
- and with some qualifications | am one of 
them — doso because it provides the element 
of individual choice that makes for healthy, 
bracing economic competition. Where there 
is choice, and where as a result there is 
competition, there is - other things being 
equal -- likely to be greater efficiency and 
greater effort. Where an industry is run by 
the state and operates as a monopoly there is 
likely to be the dead weight of bureaucracy 
in the conduct of its affairs, and as a result it 
is not likely to be efficient or cost-effective. 
Most of the experience of the British 
economy in recent times bears this out. 

The free traders see it as logical that this 
principle, if it operates best domestically, 
should therefore operate best internationally. 
In theory it achieves the international division 
of labour that isan extension of the domestic 


division of labour: those people produce the 
particular goods that, in the free play of 
market forces, it has been found that they 
are best fitted to produce. Adam Smith and 
all that. 

And in theory if competition provides 
the stimulant to efficiency and  cost- 
effectiveness in the domestic context, so 
should extended competition provide an 
even greater stimulant to efficiency and cost- 
effectiveness in the international context. 

On the other hand, the theory goes, by 
protecting domestic industries from inter- 
national competition we are only feather- 
bedding them and encouraging them in the 
ways that make for lessened efficiency and 
cost-effectiveness. 

A further argument is introduced. 
Britain, the argument goes, depends very 
much on exports for the maintenance of her 
industrial position -- more on exports, in 
fact, than any other major manufacturing 
nation. If we act to restrict imports, our 
exports will suffer because other nations will 
adopt retaliatory restrictive measures 
against us. 

So goes the argument in theory. And it 
is upon this theoretical position that the 
economic policies of the present Government 
have been founded. This Government 
believes, in effect, in a kind of economic 
Darwinism whereby in the struggle of the 
industrial species the weakest go to the wall. 
In the short time since it has been in office it 
has made quite clear that it is quite prepared 
to see many traditionally great British 
industries go to the wall in pursuit of this 
very principle. : 


ARGUMENTS DON’T WORK 


On face value, the Government’s argu- 
ments sound impressive. There is only one 
trouble with them. 

All the evidence of the past 100 years of 
British economic life show that they don't 
work. 

In the 25 years between 1848 and 1873 
we had an average growth rate of 34 per- 
cent. This comparatively 
condition was achieved in a free-trading 
climate. However, there is an important 
fact that we should understand about that 
climate. It was one in which British manu- 
facturing industry had enjoyed the benefits 
of a head start in international trade in 
manufactures and a long period of almost 
unrivalled industrial supremacy. Although 
theoretically foreign manutacturers had 
access to the British market, they were only 
in the first stages of getting organised to 
exploit it. As Correlli Barnet wrote in The 
collapse of British power, 

“The decade of the 1860s marked a great 
watershed in the fortunes of British industry. In 
1860 Italy was unified into a nation state. In 1865 
the United States emerged from the Civil War and 
embarked on an enormous industrial expansion. In 
1868 Japan began her astonishing leap from the 
Middle Ages to modernity. In 1870 Prussia beat 
Irance, a victory leading to the unification of 


prosperous. 


Germany under Prussia’s formidable leadership. This 
was the most ominous development of them all.” 
These events all combined to produce a 
second industrial revolution which began 
around 1870 and the effects of which 
Britain was soon to feel. In the 41 years 
between 1873 and 1914 we had_an average 
growth rate of 1% per-cent — and this in a 


_is slammed in our faces with a whacking tariff.” 


Chamberlain, more clearly than others, 
saw the futility of clinging to the old free 
trading and internationalist ideas in the new 
world that was emerging as the 19th Century 
approached its close, and advocated that 
Britain come to terms with this new world 
by the development of a nationalist system 


BRITISH FACTORY IN 1865 
Invasion of foreign machinery had not yet started 


period of unprecedented — technological 
advance, when a _ great wealth of new 
procedures were available for the increase of 
production. These procedures were enthusias- 
tically adopted by our new rivals, and it was 
during this period that foreign manufactures 
really started to make inroads into the 
British market. Now of course according to 
liberal economic doctrine this should have 
been no bad thing. British industry should 
have been stimulated by this competition to 
get into step with the new industrial age and 
balance its losses in the home market by an 
upsurge in exports — including exports to 
the countries which provided its main 
competitors. In fact it did no such thing. 
The Jaissez-faire traditions of British society 
proved no match for the stern organisation 
and direction of economic life that were 
taking place in the newly born German 
Empire — which organisation and direction 
included, as a vital component, education 
for industrial skills on a level barely contem- 
plated in Britain. 


TARIFFS 


And where Britain did seek to balance 
this import invasion by greater exports she 
found that her rivals were inno way prepared 
to reciprocate the free trading spirit that 
governed her own economic thinking. As 
Joseph Chamberlain remarked:— 

“Whenever we begin to do a trade, the door 


of economics and trade organised behind 
protective walls. In argument against the free 
traders, his words have a ring of relevance a 
century later:— 

“T believe that all this is part of the old fallacy 
about the transfer of employment . . . It is your 
fault if you do not leave the industry which is 
falling and join the industry which is rising. Well, 
Sir, it is an admirable theory; it satisfies every thing 
but an empty stomach. Look how easy it is. Your 
once great trade in sugar refining is gone; all right, 
try jam. Your iron trade is going; never mind, you 
can make mousetraps. The cotton trade is 
threatened; well, what does that matter to you? 
Suppose you try dolls’ eyes . . . But how long is 
this to go on? Why on earth are you to suppose 
that the same process which ruined the sugar 
refining industry will not in the course of time be 
applied to jam? You cannot go on for ever watching 
with indifference the disappearance of your 
principal industries.” 

For sugar refining and iron, read ship- 
building and motor vehicles. For jam and 
mousetraps, read nuclear reactors and hover- 
crafts. For cotton trade, read cotton trade. 
And you are right up to date with the world 
we live in today. 

Chamberlain’s campaign failed, not 
because it was economically wrong, but 
because it did not have the biggest batallions 
of commerce and politics on its side. The 
massive Liberal election victory of 1906 


ensured Britain’s adherence to the old 
system, and to continued economic 
stagnation. 


The fruits of this were soon to be felt in 
World War I, when it was brought home to 
us how far we had slipped behind Germany 


_" 
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as a modern industrial power. Under the 
dynamic leadership of Lloyd George, who 
was a Liberal only in name, British industry 
was for the first time brought under a firm 
central direction and forced to develop 
facilities of home production that previously 
had been allowed to atrophy in the face of 
imports. Miracles of development were 
achieved in a very short time which, by a 
hairs-breadth, enabled us to win the war — 
though even then not without heavy depen- 
dence on machinery imported from America. 

After the war we were assisted by a 
measure of protection and the fact that 
Germany as an industrial competitor had for 
a time been knocked out of the race, as she 
was again after 1945. However, by the late 
1920s all the painful effects of our back- 
wardness and of the internationalist, /aissez- 
faire system had returned — forcing us to 
deviate again from liberal doctrine by the 
system of Imperial Preference adopted at 
Ottawa in 1932. During the period of 
deviation, which continued until after the 
Second World War, British industry had a 
vastly improved performance. From 1932 to 
1955 it achieved an average growth rate of 4 
per-cent. In accordance with the provisions 
of G.A.T.T. (General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade) Britain ceased to operate these 
preferences effectively in the years 
immediately following the war but for a 
decade after 1945 did not feel the full effects 
of a return to the internationalist system 
because again the devastation of war had 
temporarily crippled some of her main rivals. 
Since the middle fifties, however, we have 
again suffered an accelerating decline. In 
1955 a mere 5 per-cent of the manufactured 
products sold in Britain were imported. By 
1970 this had risen to 23 per-cent and by 
1975 to 28 per-cent. Now it is considerably 
higher than that. In 1950 we produced 25 
per-cent of the world’s exports of manu- 
factured goods. By 1977 this figure had 
fallen to a mere 9 per-cent. We have lost in 
export trade just as spectacularly as we have 
lost in the home market. 


HISTORY NOT WITH TORIES 


In summary, the record of the last 100 
years of trading simply does not bear out the 
theory that British industry will best be 
stimulated to achieve efficiency and competi- 
tiveness by the greatest possible exposure to 
free market forces. History is not on the side 
of the latest trend in Conservative policy. 

What measures can then be adopted to 
improve our industrial performance? 

It is common knowledge that our trade 
union practices are decades out of date and 
call for drastic reforms in the whole structure 
of, and laws governing, trade unions. To 
bring about these reforms, government must 
win the confidence and co-operation of the 


- great mass of trade union members through- 


out industry, thus enabling them to isolate 
the small minority of extremists who have a 


A few years ago 
foreign-built trucks on 
British roads were 
almost unknown — 
yet now they are 
commonplace. The 
British commercial 
vehicle industry has 
not been helped by 
this competition. 


vested interest in resisting change. 
Then with this confidence and co- 


operation it must set about the job of 


modernising our industrial plant, reducing 


manning levels when they are in excess of 


requirements and promoting greater flexi- 
bility in the deployment of labour, cutting 
across the archaic demarcation lines that 
now prevail. None of this is very original 
all is conventional wisdom across a wide 
spectrum of political opinion. 

But — and this is the big issue - one 
vital need must be met before such obvious 
measures are possible. 

The vital need is that workers must be 
persuaded that modernisation of factories 
and the reduction of manning levels are not 
going to throw them onto the scrapheap. 
Under current conditions of economics and 
trade, there is no way that they can be thus 
persuaded. 

Right now British Leyland and British 
Steel are attempting to reduce manning 
levels by laying off thousands of workers. 
They are compelled to do so because current 
sales of motors and steel simply do not allow 
them to retain those workers if they are not 
to be grossly overmanned. And if they 
remain overmanned they will be yet further 
undercut by foreign suppliers and suffer a 
further loss of sales on top of what they 
have already lost. 


Japanese cameras spear- 
head an invasion of 
foreign photographic 
equipment that has left 
Britain with almost no 
native photographic 
industry — yet if we had 

_ such an industry it could 
provide many thousands 
of jobs. 


The which 


only way in 
rationalise production so as to. stay in 
business is either to produce the same goods 
with less manpower or produce more goods 
with the same manpower. 


they can 


FOREIGNERS TAKEN MARKET 


But the latter, far more preferable, 
course is closed to them because they cannot 
sell what they could produce. The market 
has gone because foreigners have taken it, 
both overseas and in Britain itself. 

The theory on which this Government 
bases its hopes the classic ‘free market’ 
theory is that we will regain our lost 
markets by becoming more cost-effective 
and therefore more competitive. First we 
must lay off a large part of our labour force 
and thus reduce costs. Then, with these 
reduced costs, we will win back our markets 
so that we can then start again to increase 
the labour force. 

All this is very fine - but for the fact 
that it ignores a vital factor. The human 
factor. 

What is to be done with those workers 
who have to be laid off in the meantime? Ah 
well, says the Government, it is up to them 
to find alternative work in industries that are 


not overmanned but are expanding. 

But how practical is this? There just are 
not enough British industries expanding 
today to absorb the massive numbers of 
workers liable to be made redundant if 
modernisation and the reduction of manning 
levels are carried out on the scale required to 
compete with our international rivals — a 
number that has been estimated at at least 
5 million. They are not expanding for the 
same reason: foreigners have cornered their 
markets. 

And in the places where industry is 
expanding and can take on more labour this 
involves, in many cases, people uprooting 
themselves from where they live and going 
to live in new areas where they don’t want 
to live. Understandably, great numbers of 
workers are resistant to such a proposition. 

So, unless foreign manufacturers are 
going to be so obliging as to withdraw from 
the markets they have won in Britain and 
around the world so as to enable us to sell 
the vastly increased wealth that we would be 
producing if our labour force was more 
rationally employed, what can we do but 

pursue rationalisation through mounting 
unemployment? 


CONFLICT 


And as long as we try to do this is it any 


surprise that there is mounting conflict 
between government, management and 


labour? Do we really expect labour to 
acquiesce in bringing about the loss of its 
own livelihood? 

We can, on the other hand, obtain the 
willing co-operation of millions of workers 
in modernising our industries and reducing 
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excessive manning levels — all making for 
greater competitiveness — if we can ensure 
a planned expansion of the home market 
by an ordered and progressive decline in 
import quotas — to the point at which 
nothing is imported which can be made in 
Britain. This would create a market able to 
absorb a vast increase in production. It 
would enable us to reduce manning levels in 
overmanned industries by employing the 
same workers to produce more goods. And 
where redundancies were necessary in 
certain industries due to limitations of the 
market, redeployment would be made much 
easier by the building of new industries to 
cater for parts of the market now wholly or 
almost wholly cornered by foreigners, such 
as motor cycles, photographic equipment, 
optics, printing machinery, transistor radios, 
and so on. These new industries could be 
located by planned development in those 
areas worst hit by redundancies in other 
industries, thus enabling a smooth transfer 
of labour. 

To this we may expect the standard 
retort of the ‘free market’ school: surely this 
would destroy our position as an inter- 
national trader, as foreigners would respond 
to the closure of our home market to them 
by retaliatory discrimination against British 
goods? 

Let us assume the worst and accept that 
they would. What would this mean? What it 
would mean was examined in the National 
Front Manifesto for the General Election of 
1979. The Manifesto took eight countries 
that were the biggest exporters of manu- 
factured goods to Britain and hypothesised 
the event of a complete closure of their 
markets to British exports in return for a 
complete closure of the British market to 
their exports. The result, based on 1978 
trade figures, was that British manufacturers 
would gain in trade to the extent of £3,736 
million a year! 

But of course such a total retaliation 
would not occur. If British goods were 
available in these markets at attractive prices 
and offered what the consumer wanted, 
foreigners would still buy them. And then 
there are the markets in developing countries 
which are not exporting manufactures on 
any significant scale to Britain and would 
therefore suffer no loss of trade to which to 
retaliate. Great trading opportunities are 
open to us if we can offer goods that are 
competitive in quality and price. 


JAPANESE COMPETITION 


In these markets Japan is the most 
dynamic competitor just as she is a 
dynamic competitor in our own. British 
market. And how has the competitiveness of 
Japan been built up trom the ruins of World 
War II? By adherence to ‘free market’ 
principles? By subjecting Japanese industry 
at home to the stiff winds of foreign 
industrial competition? Not a bit of it. The 


industrial strength of post-war Japan was 
built by a government policy of nurturing 
Japanese industries behind protective 
barriers. With the whole home market as its 
base, industry in Japan was able to achieve 
unit costs which were the foundation of its 
formidable performance as a world trader. 
By protection of its home market, Japan did 
not experience retaliation on any scale to 
offest the advantages gained. Foreigners 
wanted everywhere to buy Japanese goods if 
they were of the right quality and the right 
price. 

Japanese competitiveness has not been 
adversely affected by the virtual closure of 
the Japanese home market to foreigners. It 
has not been affected because all the 
competition that Japanese industry requires 
is supplied in Japan itself by the keen rivalry 
that exists between Japanese firms. 

All these factors can operate in Britain 
too — if we allow them to operate. And let 
us not lose sight of another important point. 
Britain is able to be less dependent on 
imports than is Japan; we have our own 
domestic energy sources of oil and coal, 
which Japan does not, and we are far better 
provided for with food-growing land than is 
Japan. 

The barrier that obstructs the path to 
British industrial recovery is not a barrier 
that exists in the realm of practical 
economics; it is a barrier that we create in 
our own minds — by our subservience to 
worn out dogmas that have long been dis- 
credited. And the most destructive of these 
dogmas is the dogma of the international 
‘free market’. It is a dogma from which we 
must liberate ourselves soon, for time is 
running out. 


Order more copies of 
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practice regularly to print the centre pages 
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dealing with specific items of public interest. 
I’xtra copies of these supplements will be 
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Although the contents of these supple- 
ments will be the sole responsibility of 
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TRIAGE AND 


LIFEBOATS 


All the works of men, from mudhuts to cathedrals, from 
birthrates to brain power, ultimately depend on rain falling on 
a few finite inches of topsoil. 


Topsoil does not stretch. Agronomists say the smallest area | 


of arable land that can adequately feed one person at present is 
one acre. The planet now has less than 0.8 acres per capita. 

During the past fifteen years these facts have fostered scho- 
larly and political disputes centering on such catchwords as 
“Limits to Growth,” ‘‘Triage,’’ and the ‘‘Lifeboat Reaction.” 
Limits to Growth advocates simply state that the world is, like 
topsoil, generally not a stretchable commodity, and until solar 
power Satellites and space mining take the lid off, the world 
economy is not going to grow nearly enough to keep up with 
high birthrates. ‘‘Triage’’ is a French medical term for the 
segregation of battle wounded into those who will recover on 
their own, those who will die with or without assistance, and 
those who may survive if helped. Triage applied to the world 
hunger/birthrate picture simply means that diminishing world 
food surpluses should be given to countries that are successful 
in holding birthrates to food production rates. ‘‘Lifeboat’’ ad- 
vocates push Traige to its logical conclusion. If some people 
avoid drowning because they limit their numbers to those the 
lifeboats can safely contain, many others drown because they 
exceed the capacity of their boats. In other words, there is no 
moral requirement to save the improvident sinkers along with 
the provident floaters. Biologist Garrett Hardin has observed 
that since governments and populations of many Third World 
countries have, for ideological and cultural reasons, rejected 
birth control, advanced societies should take whatever steps 
deemed necessary to preserve themselves as surviving islands 
of civilizations in a demographic Ice Age. These societies, he 
said, should close their borders to the inflow of all but a hand- 
ful of highly qualified migrants, and to the outflow of resources 
required to maintain an adequate level of life and develop- 
ment at home. 


VIGOROUS OPPOSITION 


The mere mention of ‘‘Limits,”’ ‘’Triage’”’ and ‘‘Lifeboat’’ has 
drawn vigorous opposition, generally from the ideological left 
and organized religion. The late Margaret Mead, once presi- 
dent of the American Association for the Advancement of Sci- 
ence, was saying in the mid 70s that all international barriers to 
the free migration of peoples should be removed. Most other 
opponents content themselves with asserting that Limits to 
Growth are imaginary or removable and that the Triage/Life- 
boat concept is immoral. Since these topics came into vogue 
in the late 60s, nothing much has happened except that the 
much-touted ‘‘Green Revolution” in agriculture was severely 
set back by bad weather and rising petrochemical fertilizer 


prices. 

Today the world’s only substantial food exporters are the 
U.S. and Canada. Other exporters have been or soon will be 
made importers by population growth. Since the Third World 
has for nearly a decade been “rescheduling” debts, a euphe- 
mism for defaulting, the only major food buyer still able to pay 
as it goes is the Soviet Union. 

The earth has had an unusually warm climate for the past 
century. Considerable meteorological evidence indicates we 
are entering an era of less clement weather. A decline of one 
degree centigrade in mean annual temperature means a loss of 
about 100 kilometers of the northernmost and southernmost 
crop lands, and a reduction of the growing season by about a 
week in the rest of the temperate zone. With altered mean tem- 
perature comes a shift of weather patterns. The famine in the 
West African Sahel in the early 70s followed a slight shift in the 
timing and location of the tropic monsoonal rains. In the last 
cyclic weather downturn, the Little Climatic Minimum or Little 
Ice Age (circa A.D. 1400 to 1800), the Greenland Norse colo- 
nies were wiped out, the population of Iceland declined from 
170,000 to 35,000 and the average stature of |celanders drop- 
ped by over a foot. Among the areas most heavily and im- 
mediately affected by the expected weather change will be 
Canada and the U.S. -- the two main tood sellers. 


FARMLAND BEING USED UP 


In the not too distant future the U.S. may be much less of a 
food exporter. Urban and highway sprawl! are smothering 
prime farmland at the alarming rate of over 2,000,000 acres a 
year. The General Services Administration reports (April 1978) 
that 85% of America’s remaining farmland is losing topsoil 
that is no longer being replaced because of modern agribusi- 
ness methods. 

Ocean ‘‘acreage’’ will provide no solution. The world sea- 
food take has declined in the face of fishing technology so ad- 
vanced it exhausts the fisheries it works. Many kinds of tuna 
have become an endangered species. There have been sub- 
stantial advances in mariculture or sea-farming, but this acti- 
vity is technology- and capital-intensive beyond the resources 
of most underdeveloped countries. Oceanologist Jacques 
Cousteau says that we have seen a one-third reduction in the 
life of the ocean in two decades, with large expanses of the sea 
deadened by pollution. Almost any species is a link in a local 
fisheries food chain. Ironically, most of this pollution is de- 
rived from the ocean transport of agriculturally essential petro- 
chemicals, or land drainage of pesticides and fertilizer. In- 
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creased food production requires higher inputs of these mater- 
ials. Expanded ocean transport of them, and the present grow- 
ing ocean mineral extraction, will constrict sea farming. Mari- 
culture will not scare off Malthus. 

Modern agriculture requires large amounts of propane and 
diesel fuel. Fertilizer and pesticides depend on petrochemi- 
cals, and pesticides depend on derivatives of flourine, barium 
and mercury, reserves of which are projected by the U.S. Bu- 
reau of Mines to fall short of worldwide demand by the year 
2000. 

Petroleum products can be derived from coal, as was widely 
done in Europe in World War Il, but the processes were based 
on high wartime prices and uneconomical amounts of energy 
input. Any form of large-scale mining, especially of coal, cre- 
ates serious environmental problems. Deep mining causes sur- 
face subsidence. This may range in effect from ruining the 
water table of prime farmlands to collapsing scores of acres in 
urban Pennsylvania. Revegetation of surface mines, now man- 
datory in the U.S., costs about 10% of the net revenue from the 
mining itself. 

All this has the fast-growing, food-importing populations; 
which often trade minerals for food, facing possible loss of for- 
eign food suppliers and the need to import more complex agri- 
cultural and mining technologies at rising prices. They simply 
Cannot do it. It is this sit.:ation which will set worldwide triage 
in motion. 

It is impossible for the increasingly outnumbered First 
World to feed, develop, educate and equip populations that 
are hungry, broke, illiterate and proliferating. Most of these 
countries are already nutritionally deficient. Most have op- 
posed birth control in the past and many still do. Many have a 
proclivity to consciously sluff off their burgeoning population 
as illegal migrants into neighboring states. No heartless con- 
spiracy of bloated Americans, Europeans and Japanese is im- 
posing triage on anyone. The truth is the developed nations 
will be unable to avoid practicing it. 

The developed nations are making one novel approach, if 
one may dignify it with such a word. They are accepting a 
heavy intlux of Third World poor into their own homelands. 
Secretary of Labor Ray Marshall announced a few years ago 
that ‘’we shall not cut ourselves off from the poor of the world’’ 
in his appeal for an amnesty policy for aliens illegally migrat- 
ing into the U.S. The Department of Labor requires its em- 
ploves to reter to illegal aliens as ‘undocumented workers.’” 
which is not too tar from requiring that convicts be referred to 
as ‘‘experimental economists.”’ 

The U.S. legally admits over 400,000 immigrants annually, 
more than 80% ot them from the Third World. Sweden will be 
one-third foreign born by the end of the century, most of them 


“It is impossible for the 


increasingly outnumbered 
First World to feed, develop, 
educate and equip populations 
that are hungry, broke, 
illiterate and proliferating.” 
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from the southeast Mediterranean. One pupil in four in the 
Vancouver public schools is a Third World immigrant. One 
child in two born in West German city hospitals is the offspring 
of southeast Mediterranean guest workers. Over 40,000 Pales- 
tinians have entered West Germany, often from rich Middle 
East oil states, under a German law granting refugee status and 
welfare to Eastern Europeans. Britain, France, Holland, Nor- 
way, Switzerland and Australia show similar migration pat- 
terns. 


LOW POPULATION GROWTH 


Each of the developed countries has a very low, near-zero 
population growth rate. Several have birthrates below zero 
growth. Even the latter countries insist on the moral necessity 
of the developed world aiding a burgeoning population of two 
billion poor and of absorbing indefinitely the influx of the 
world’s poor into their own static populations. We are not 
troubled with any sensible explanation as to how this is to be 
carried off. 

The same developed nations which are expected to nourish 
the rapidly growing, already hungry populations, are them- 
selves not permitted to derive any reward for their own repro- 
ductive prudence, such as the maintenance of their own high 
quality of life. 

Demands for aid to the Third World are often justified by the 
assertion that only by becoming developed does a nation 
achieve a reduced birthrate. This assertion blandly ignores a 
crucial ‘‘chicken and egg’’ question, that is, whether birthrate 
drops with rising development, or whether the ability of a na- 
tion to achieve developed status derives from the same intelli- 
gence with which its population of married couples decide to 
limit their offspring. The intelligence of spouses correlates to 
within about 10 IQ points of one another. It is a truism in socio- 
logy that the more intelligent couple will be unwilling to see 
the female turned into a professional one-woman waste recy- 
cling plant. The demographic room created by their own 
reproductive restraint is filled by populations who have not 
exercised reproductive restraint. 

And it is a truism in modern economics and sociology that 
middle-class couples limit their offspring to the number they 
Can support at middle-class standards through about college 
age. Lower-class couples do not. The middle-class birthrate 
goes down as middle-class tax rates go up. Tax transfer pav- 
ments trom middle class to lower class are birthrate transters 
from middle class to lower. 

The impact, and injustice, of this is considerable. The ad- 
vanced world’s couple has two children; the underdeveloped 
world’s couple has several more. No mystery should then sur- 
round the fact that the Third World’s fifteen or so grandchi'd- 
ren are much poorer than the advanced world couple’s four. If 
there is any injustice to the present world distribution of 
wealth, food and birthrates it is the evil of forcing the advanced 
couple to forego having an additional child of their own in or- 
der to finance several newborns in an unaccomplished, high- 
birthrate population. 


Reprinted with acknowledgements to INSTAURATION, 
Box 76, Cape Canaveral, Fl. 32920, U.S.A. 


ANSWER TO N.F. COMPLAINT GIVES GLIMPSE OF BIG BROTHER MENTALITY 


FOLLOWING the General Election a petitio1 
of complaints was presented to the BBC on 
behalf of the National Front by Mr. Ernest 
Pendrous of the NF Press Department. The 
complaints cited several instances of grossly 
unfair treatment of the Front in BBC reports 
during the election. 
The BBC complaints procedure is not 

one of the fastest functioning systems in the 


The canting 


arrogance 
of the B.B.C. 


world and it was only recently that the 
Complaints Commission for the Corporation 
published its conclusions. A summary of 
these was printed in The Listener of the 
13th March and they are well worth reading 
for the light they shed on the thought pro- 
cesses of the BBC. 

There is not space here to list the spec- 
ific complaints made by the NF but they 
fell broadly into two categories. One was 
that broadcasting coverage given by the 
BBC was wholly inadequate considering the 
fact that the party was contesting nearly 
half the seats in the country. The other was 
that in what coverage was permitted there 
was evidence of considerable bias against 
the NF. 

To the complaint of inadequate coverage 
the reply of the BBC was that the NF was 
treated by the BBC in its own programmes 
and in party election broadcasts as any other 
minority political party. This did not mean 
that it had equal treatment with the three 
major political parties. It was allocated 
time on the basis of an agreement with the 
three major parties which stated that one 
television and one radio party political 
broadcast should be allocated to any party 
fielding 50 or more candidates. Magazine 
and current affairs coverage given to polit- 
ical parties was roughly related to support 
they aroused in the country. The National 
Front got limited coverage because it had 
never shown that it had any significant 
electoral support. 


MISLEADING 


The very phrase “any other minority 
political party” is for a start wildly mis- 
leading. In fighting 301 seats the NF was 
Campaigning over at least six times larger 
an area than any other minority party and 


should surely on that basis be entitled to 
substantially greater broadcasting time. 
That this time should be less than that given 
to the three major parties was not disputed. 
On the other hand, if five-minute broad- 
casts on TV and radio were given to parties 
fighting 50 or more seats it is quite absurd 
that something substantially greater should 
not be given to a party fighting 301 seats. 

To the assertion that the 
NF “had never shown that it 
had any significant electoral 
support’, it mightly justly 
be said that this simply is 
not true. Its poll of over 
119,000 votes in the GLC 
elections in 1977 showed 
the very contrary, as did 
similar results in local gov- 
ernment elections in Leic- 
estershire and Lancashire in 
that year and the year pre- 
ceding. In a parliamentary by-election a 
little earlier it had achieved 16 per-cent of 
the poll. 


GROSSLY UNFAIR 


But more to the point, is it not grossly 
unfair anyway that previous electoral supp- 
ort should be regarded as a criterion of en- 
titlement to TV time. In the late 20th 
Century electoral support results very much 
from how a party comes over on TV. A 
party that does not get adequate coverage 
on TV and radio is going to be appallingly 
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handicapped in relation to its rivals, whose 
political strength was established a long 
time before TV or radio were invented. 
The whole system of allocation is just a 
recipe for the guaranteed dominance for all 
time of the establishment parties. 

That broadcasting time is “allocated... 
on the basis of an agreement with the three 
major parties” is a candid admission that 
this is the purpose of the operation, 


For this reason justice demands that all- 
ocation of broadcasting coverage should be 
based on the strength of a party’s current 
challenge, not the size of its previous vote. 


REVEALING 


To the complaint of bias the BBC gave 
a revealing reply. Impartiality, it said, 


“,..does not imply an Olympian neut- 
rality or detachment from those basic 
moral and constitutional beliefs on 
which the nation’s life is founded. The 
BBC does not feel obliged, for example, 
to appear neutral as between truth and 
untruth, justice and injustice, freedom 
and slavery, compassion and cruelty, 
tolerance and intolerance (including 
racial intolerance). This is an import- 
ant reservatiou, but not one which det- 
racts from the BBC’s overall determina- 
tion to be impartial in its presentation 
of controversial issues.” 


Contd. on page 19 
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SIR: While I have not yet read the book 
‘Which way, Western Man?’, John Tyn- 
dall’s review of it (January issue suggests 
that it is a much needed addition to the 
ideological armoury of resurgent White 
Men. 

Mr. Tyndall's review particularly 
strikes home when he speaks of the moral 
and social priorities of our contemporary 
liberal society. Al] these are orientated 
towards the weak, the sick, the ‘human 
wreckage’ (to quote Simpson . 

To get an idea of the state of thinking 
that currently infects us, let us, in the 
inanner of the psychiatrist, use a phrase 
“doing good works” and ask people what is 
the first thing that comes into their heads 
when they hear those words. 

A pound to a penny they will reply: 
“helping the sick”, “caring for the unfor- 
tunate’, “tending the aged’, “feeding 
the hungry”, “looking after the handi- 
capped”, “collecting money for cancer 
research. 

Now let us get it straight - there is no- 
thing wrong with any of these activities; 
they are all admirable ones. 

But isn t it strange that they are the first 
things that people always think of when 
¢ ntemplating their social and moral duties. 
How many people, when asked what they 
think of when hearing the words “doing 
good works”, would reply: “assisting in 
civil defence”, “joining a territorial or 
similar service unit’, “raising funds to pro- 
vide greater sports facilities for healthy 
young people”, or simply “producing 
healihy children”. 

i yuarantee that if you questioned 100 
people in the street along these lines, not 
one in a hundred would give you replies in 
the second category. 

It is not that people do not think these 
good things to do - the majority would 
agree that they are. It is just that their 
priorities are so mixed up they don't see 
them as the first necessities of a strong and 
stable society. 
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If the Western World is to survive, we 
must achieve a re-adjustment in our sense 
of priorities in the matter of moral values. 

J. W. KING 
Filey, Yoris 


SIR: The present economic problems bes- 
etting this country and the issues that they 
pose make a nonsense of the old concepts 
of ‘right’ and ‘left’ to which we have 
become accustomed - and of the tendency 
to Classify patriotic, pro-British political 
forces as being on the ‘right’. 

We now have the left-wing of the Lab- 
our Party, backed by a substantial part of 
the trade union leadership, advocating (for 
a change) a thoroughly sensible policy of 
import controls closely in line with the pol- 
icies of the National Front on such matters, 
while the Tories, supported by some right- 


‘wing Labourites, remain faithful to the 


open-door trading ideas that have been 
ruining British industry. 

This simply underlines the error of des- 
cribing the National Front as a ‘right-wing’ 
party: in fact it is neither of the left nor the 
right in the old sense in which those terms 
are understood but offers policies that cut 
right across these old and outdated divis- 
ions. 

The NF has an immense potential app- 
eal to people in the economically distressed 
areas of Britain who traditionally have voted 
Labour in the past. Let us hope that it 
exploits that potential to the full. 

S.E. WILSON 
Cclne, Lanes 


SIR: We should take note of that part of 
the Underhill Report on left-wing extrem- 
ism within the Labour Party which exposes 
the strenuous efforts made by the extremists 
to recruit coloured immigrants to their 
cause. 

As far back as 1974 the Militant Ten- 
dency Group within the party were cam- 


Spearhead publishes the best letter to the press on National Front policy every 
month. Send your cutting to us not later than the 15th of the previous month. You 
Books voucher. This month's winner (below) was 


Nationalist 
published in The Catholic Herald. 


LETTER OF THE MONTH 


paigning for support from among the West 
Indian, Indian and Pakistani communities. 
In 1975 the group said that immigrants 
were “naturally open to revolutionary 
ideas”. In strikes and struggles they tended 
to be the last to “scab”. “Work among 
the Blacks, the Militants say, “can assist 
our work in industry, the trade unions and 
the Labour Party.” 

Militant Tendency has noted that a 
higher proportion of immigrants take part 
in trade union activity than White workers 
and that “because of their special position 
in society, immigrants are more open to 
the ideas of Marxism than other sections of 
the population.” 

This is the reality that lies behind all 
the phoney ‘sympathy’ and ‘compassion’ 
for coloured immigrants displayed by the 
political left. The immigrants are there to 
be exploited for political purposes and that 
is all. As White workers grow increasingly 
disenchanted with left-wing ideas, Blacks 
and Asians are required to fill the gap in 
the socialist ranks. 

T,. LACEY (Mrs.) 
Iver, Bucks 


SIR: I am ‘prejudiced’ in favour of my- 
self. This is called enlightened self-inter- 
est. 

Iam ‘prejudiced’ in favour of my 
family. This is called family loyalty. 
Iam ‘prejudiced’ in favour of my nat- 

This is called patriotism. 
I am ‘prejudiced’ in favour of hetero- 
sexuality. This is called a healthy biolog- 
ical instinct. 

I am ‘prejudiced’ in favour of my race. 
But this is ignorant, bigotted, psychopath- 
etic, paranoid, perverse, irrational, un- 
scientific, sinful, etc., etc., etc. Like 
Hell it is! 


ion. 


POH; PEEL 
Reseda, Calif., U.S.A. 


| could win a £1 
| 


AS A Catholic member of the 
National Front | take particular 
exception to your front page leader 
(Feb 22) accusing us of conducting 
“campaigns of hatred” against 
immigrants, 

We hate no one. Our sole motive in 
Opposing immigration is to prevent the 
racial conflict which is inevitable if the 
pernicious policies of the multi- 
racialists continue. 

Nothing is more likely to destroy 
mutual respect between races than the 
artificial creation of racially-mixed 


communities. It is. and always has 
been, a recipe for disaster. 

Nowhere in the Gospels does Christ 
advocate race mixing. This is hardly 
surprising as miscegenation, a direct 
consequence of race mixing, was 
particularly abhorred by the Jews. 

It is therefore difficult to 
understand why prelates like Arch- 
bishop Bowen and Bishop 
Stockwood should support race 


mixing. After all, it was God who 
created the races and gave them lands 
in which to live. Was He, then, also a 
racialist? 


Although the Bishops will not 
prevent us protesting against the 
mugging of old folk by young blacks 
next week, their attempt to have our 
march banned may well lead to 
irresponsible violence. 

Instead of inveighing against the 
NF, which contains many sincere 
Christians, church leaders would do 
well to take issue with the real evils 
that confront our country and 
threaten the very existence of 
Christianity. 

R. G. W. Rickcord 


As White Rhodesia falls.... 


Will GAINS? 


WHO GAINS from the collapse of White 
rule and the installation of a Marxist gov- 
ernment in Rhodesia? Certainly not the 
Black African, who is liable now to be the 
victim of a reign of terror no different to 
the terror sustained against the Whites when 
they were in power and the Africans who 
served them, who under White rule enjoyed 
the highest living standards of any Blacks in 
Africa apart from those in South Africa, and 
who now is doomed to live under rulers in- 
competent to maintain a prosperous and 
orderly economy - as is evidenced by the 
fact that an estimated £500 million will be 
required by the new regime in the way of 
aid in the next few years. 

Certainly not Britain, who will be ex- 
pected to provide a substantial part of this 
aid and who has already coughed up the 
first instalment of £7 million. 

Obviously not the White Rhodesians, 
who merely happen to have provided the 
brains and the drive in the building of one 
of the most stable and prosperous countries, 
not just in Africa but in the world. 

Will International Communism gain? 
Almost certainly, yes. And in this assess- 
ment we should take no notice of Prime 
Minister Mugabe’s claim that he is not 
under Soviet influence. As Peter Simple 
wrote in The Daily Telegraph, if Mugabe 
is genuinely not under Soviet influence he 
must be exceedingly ungrateful, so great a 
help did his ZANLA terrorist army receive 
from the Soviets, and, as Simple reminded 
us, the Soviets do not like ingratitude. If 
Mugabe does not toe their line, he will 
soon find himself elbowed out by someone 
who will. 


THE MONEY POWER 


But that is not the whole story. No-one 
can properly understand the real nature of 
International Communist penetration of the 
world today who does not see it as a move- 
ment working in alliance with what A.K. 
Chesterton described as the International 
Money Power. The Money Power has cert- 
ainly had a hand in every stage of White 
retreat in Africa, and Rhodesia has been no 
exception. 

C. Gordon Tether was for 21 years a 


columnist on the Financial Times until the 
fateful day when he woke up to the role of 
the International Money Power in subvert- 
ing the Western World and, with a courage 
uncommon in his profession, started to 
write about it. The FT promptly fired him 
and he has since then written a regular col- 
umn in the very well informed American 
weekly, Spotlight. Writing in this paper, 
he said recently: - 


“The outside world has been encour- 
aged to see the battle over the future of 
Rhodesia as basically a racial struggle - 
an attempt by the Black majority to 
wrest the reigns of government from an 
entrenched White minority. But the 
real battle has been concerned with the 
question: who was to be in control of 
the country’s valuable mineral and 
other resources - the home side or the 
international big business community ? 
Some powerful clues as to who won this 
tussle can be uncovered by looking at 
the background of the people behind the 
settlement that has ended Rhodesian 
independence.” 


C. Gordon Tether names three of the 
principal figures in the moves towards 
‘majority mle’. They are:- 


@ LORD PETER CARRINGTON, who comes 
from a banking and land-owning family 
and can be said to have devoted all his 
life to safeguarding and promoting the 
interests of the super-capitalist class. 
For his recent work in the international 
field Lord Carrington was recently awar- 
ded with membership of the Trilateral 
Commission, which Tether describes as 
“the super-capitalist lobby that put 
Jimmy Carter into the White House in 
1976". 

@ LORD CHRISTOPHER SOAMES, who has 
had very little experience of ‘Third 
World’ politics and who quite recently 
underwent open-heart surgery, two fac- 
tors that should have disqualified him 
from the difficult Rhodesia assignment. 
The compelling reason for his select- 
ion, however, was his “long history of 
devotion to the cause of super-capital- 


LORD SOAMES 
Seen here drinking a toast to the Marxist 
victory in Rhodesia in the company of the 
Marxist President of Mozambique. 


ism”. Lord Soames is a director of 

N. M. Rothschild and Sons and also of 
the National Westminster Bank. He was 
given the assignment of leading the 
negotiations which led to Britain’s 

entry into the Common Market in Janu- 
ary 1973, and has always been a dedi- 
cated internationalist. 

@ “TINY” ROWLAND, chief executive of 
the Lonrho empire, one of Africa’s big- 
gest multi-nationals, the owner of 
enormous assets in Rhodesia and chief 
sponsor of Joshua Nkomo. 


MULTI-NATIONALS 


As just one example of the giant multi- 
national conglomerates that stand to profit 
by the new order in Southern Africa, there 
is the Delta Corporation, with head offices 
in London. Delta has just swallowed up a 
number of highly profitable companies, the 
full ownership and control of which was in 
the hands of White Rhodesians and South 
Africans. 

Ivor Benson, writing from South Africa 
in his highly informative newsletter, Behind 
the News (to which we are indebted for 
much of the information contained in this 
article and which can be obtained from 
P.O. Box 1564, Krugersdorp 1740, South 
Africa) says of the companies taken over by 
Delta 


“We feel we can safely predict that all 
these companies will continue to oper- 
ate under the new conglomerate owner- 
ship but will show little or no profit 
(which is just too bad for any minority 
shareholders! ) 

And why no profits? Because a system 
has been devised whereby everything 
these compalies require from abroad 
will be supplied and paid for by the 
parent company in the form of irred- 


Contd. on page 19 
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SCOTLAND BECOMING 
MAJOR N.F. GROWTH 


AREA 


GIRVAN is a small town on the coast of 
Ayrshire about 50 miles South West of 
Glasgow. Its main industries are fish and 
tourism. Its population is about 8, 000. 
The last place, according to popular the- 
ory, where one would expect to find an 
active unit of the National Front. 

Yet there is in fact a highly active and 
thriving local NF group in Girvan, which 
forms a part of the South Ayshire constitu- 
ency, and this group has attracted massive 
publicity in the local newspapers and excit- 
ed quite hysterical reactions from local 
leftist bodies - needless to say including 
ministers of the Kirk, which today is just as 
unpatriotically orientated as its counterpart 
South of the Border. 

Very vigorous leafletting and literature 
sales campaigns have been carried out in 
the town and the South Ayrshire group has 
plaved its full part in activities further 
afield, sending seven representatives to the 
anti-IRA march in London last year. More 
recently the NF group have made an appli- 
cation to hold a public meeting in the town 
and this has thrown local officials into a 
state of panic, with Labour councillors hys- 
terically demanding a ban on any such 
meeting. The anti-NF campaign has even 
enlisted the participation of local Labour 
MP George Foulkes. 

The South Ayrshire NF has forced itself 
into a prominence that has resulted in its 
being in the centre of discussion week after 
week in the press. And all this has happ- 
ened in an area not beset by the immigrant 
problems common to the large English con- 
urbations. The appeal is to simple British 


patriotism and to economic grievances 
which result in no small part from British 
Loy- 


membership of the Common Market. 


oe 
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Spearhead a very well 


alist sentiment towards 
Northern Ireland is 
another strong recruiting 
factor. 

The main activists 
behind the emergence of 
the NF in the Girvan dis- 
trict are: lain McFad- 
yen, [an Bryce and John 
McGuinness. lan Bryce 
is the local Organiser and 
lain McFadyen the Sec- 
retary, who has sent to 


prepared and documented 
report on local progress. 

The South Ayrshire 
success is just one more 
piece of living proof that 
the National Front has an 
appeal in any part of the 
United Kingdom if keen and determined 
activists are present to get it going. 

Elsewhere in Scotland the NF has made 
much more progress during the last year or 
so than previously. For many years the 
party s opponents in Scotland gloated that 
it had no appeal North of the Border and 
this seemed to be borne out by its very 
small following there. The party’s leader- 
ship, however, always had faith that Scot- 
land could become a growth area if a good 
and reliable nucleus could only be estab- 
lished. 

The Edinburgh group is the longest 
established Scottish unit of the NF - al- 
though there was a Glasgow unit in the 
earlier days which fizzled out by the middle 
1970s, to be restored later. The main 
credit for party activity in Edinburgh over 
the last two or three years must go to Mike 
Regan, a dedicated worker who has cour- 
ageously persevered with the development 
of the party in his city and the surrounding 
area in the face of some very nasty left- 


» PUBLIC MEETING CALLED TO 
COUNTER NATIONAL FRONT 
ACTIVITIES IN GIRVAN 


EDINBURGH N.F. MEMBERS IN LONDON 
Scottish NF members have excellent record in attending 
-national activities. 


wing opposition. 

In Glasgow the progress of the party 
during the past year or two has been spect- 
acular. Defunct for some time, the Glas- 
gow NF was revived a year or so ago by an 
expatriate Londoner, Bill Skinner, aided 
by his charming and courageous wife Isobel, 
a local girl who stood as the party s candi- 
date in the Glasgow (Pollock) constituency. 

The party's strong anti-IRA and pro- 
Northern Ireland Loyalist stand has been an 
important recruiting factor in Glasgow as in 
other Scottish areas and this was highlighted 
by its decision to hold an anti-IRA march 
through Glasgow earlier in March. Event- 
ually, as a result of pressure from the large » 
and powerful Labour contingent on the City 
Council, the Police were persuaded to ban 
this march - despite the fact that pro-IRA 
groups have been allowed to march through 
the city in the past and enjoy the facilities 
of council-owned halls for their meetings. 

This ban has not upset the Glasgow NF, 
however. The massive local publicity that 


resulted from it won the party a new: 
wave of support in the area. 

Plans are now afoot to build 
party units in Scotland’s next two 
largest cities, Aberdeen and Dundee 


One of the many newspaper 
headlines made up by the NF 
South Ayrshire group. 


AS WHITE RHODESIA FALLS, 
WHO GAINS? 
(Contd. from page 17) 


eemable loans. 

In this way the profits of the Delta Cor- 
poration, in the form of interest on 
loans, acquire ‘wings’ capable of carr- 
ying them swiftly and easily over the 
walls that are going to be erected by 
Rhodesia’ s new rulers around the coun- 
try’s economy - walls that may soon be 
an impassable barrier even for White 
Rhodesians wishing to take their house- 
hold possession with them when they 
leave. 

Multiply the Delta Corporation a couple 
of dozen times, with names like Anglo- 
American, Charter Consolidated, Lon- 
tho and union Carbide, and you have 


THANK YOU! 


Mr. and Mrs. H. Barker, parents of 
Peter Barker, the National Front Rochdale 
Organiser jailed as a result of a skirmish 
with a Communist, have asked us to thank 
all those who sent in messages of support 
and contributions to the fund organised to 
help with Peter’s appeal and in the support 
of his young son while he is in prison. They 
say that the response has been overwhelm- 
ing. ’ 


SPEARHEAD FUND 


Money over and above normal income 
from sales is needed to build up 
SPEARHEAD. 

Your help would be greatly appreciated. 
Please make out your postal orders or 
cheques to Spearhead, and send them to: 


52 Westbourne Villas, Hove, Sx. 


Our magazine, though it believes in 
racial differences, opposes race-hatred. 
All those who oppose multi-racialism 
should attack the politicians who promote 
it, not the immigrants, who are merely its 
victims. 


National Front News 


A broadsheet published in support of the 


National Front. Subscriptions only for 5 


copies or more. 
£6.24. 

Reduced rates for bulk supplies given on 
request. Send 15p for sample copy now. 


12 issues of 5 copies 


. little more than a disguised Marxism. By 


in the process of being stripped of its 
hard won possessions by international 
big business. And all in the most ‘law- 
ful manner imaginable! ” 


the whole picture of the ‘home side’ | 


Anglo-American is of course headed by | 
Mr. Harry Oppenheimer, who happens to jj 
be neither ‘Anglo’ nor ‘American’. Yet | 
another huge international conglomerate, | 
it controls a large part of the press in ho- 
desia and English-speaking South Africa 
which has done so much over the years to 
rot White morale and prepare the Whites 
for their eventual surrender in both coun- | 
tries. | 

| 
| 


For your bookshelf... 


THE FRAUDULENT 
GOSPEL 


Politics and the World Council of Churches 

(Foreign Affairs Publishing Co., Church 
House, Petersham, Richmond, Surrey. £1.20 
post free.) 


| 
The theme of this book is the infatuat- | 
ion of the World Council of Churches with | 
revolutionary Marxist politics. The author | 
shows that in international affairs the pol- | 
icies of the WCC are consistently anti- | 
Western and pro-Soviet. This is proved in | 
chapters on the Vietnam War, the infil- | 
tration of South Korea by leftist missionar- | 
ies, the funding of Rhodesian terrorists, 
human rights in Soviet Russia and the poli- | 
tical uses of education. Another chapter, | 
on Black Power in Britain, shows how both | 
the WCC and the BCC (British Ccuncil of — | 
Churches) have been giving regular grants 
of money to the violently Marxist Black | 
Power Group, Race Today Collective, | 
which has its HQ in London. This was the | 
group that hailed the 1976 Notting Hill 
Carnival in which 325 policemen were 
injured as “a political victory”. 
The book’s final chapter explains how | 

the WCC has cleverly worked up a theo- | 
logical justification for all its political | 
activity. But it is a bogus theology that is | 
| 

| 


dissolving the differences between religions, | 
cultures and ideologies, the WCC hopes to 
unite all mankind in a common universal 
soup. This will be the psychological prep- 
aration for the universal collectivist state. 
The fact that Christianity will also have to 
go into the soup and abandon its ancient | 
claim to a unique revelation of God does 
not bother the ideologues of the WCC in | 
the slightest. They don’t believe in Chris- | 
tianity anyway. 
The revised second edition of this book | 
is now available. It is crammed with facts | 
and documentation - and only at £1.20. It 
demands a place on your bookshelf. 


{ Cause us no surprise. 
| not imagine that by setting itself up as the 


THE CANTING ARROGANCE 
OF THE 6.E.C: 
(Contd. from page 15) 


This statement is truly staggering. What 
are the basic moral beliefs on which the 


| nation’s life is founded? The daily diet of 


sexual depravity served up by the BBC at all 
hours? Truth and untruth! Well, if the BBC 
is claiming that it is not biased between 
these two things, maybe it is right - its bias 
towards untruth is well established! Justice 
and injustice! Supposedly, the granting of 
five-minute TV and radio broadcasts to a 
party fighting 301 seats and the granting of 
the same broadcasting time to other parties 
fighting 50 or so seats is the BBC's idea of 
justice - as is its practice to allow a spate 


of lies to be mouthed against the NF by its 


opponents without giving it right of reply. 
Tolerance and intolerance! What about 
tolerance of nationalist opinions? 

Finally, the BBC, after acknowledging 
that it is net impartial over a wide area of 
matters, concludes by saying that this does 
not detract from its overall determination 
to be impartial! If ever there was such a 


| thing as standing the English language on its 


head, that is it. 
But wait - we have not heard the best! 
Continues the BBC:- 


“Therefore when faced with a contro- 
versy involving the basic moral and 
constitutional beliefs mentioned... the 
BBC does not itself take sides in the arg- 
ument, but takes... the stance of the 
‘middle ground . By this it means 
maintaining the balance of the argu- 
ment by expressing what the BBC per- 
ceives to be the views of preponderant 
and responsible public opinion. ” 


Preponderant public opinion? Does the 
BBC presume that it represents this? If so, 


| nothing could be further from the truth. As 
| for ‘responsible’ public opinion, who is to 


judge what this is? By the BBC evidence, it 
is to be the judge - which of course should 
But of course we must 


judge of what is ‘responsible’ public opin- 
ion the BBC is taking sides. It is doing no 
such thing. You see? 

To the sheer volume of cant, arrogance 


, and double-speak contained in the BBC’s 


attempt to justify its treatment of the Nat- 
ional Front in the 1979 General Election 


| this brief report cannot anywhere near do 


justice. Readers should contact the BBC 
itself for a copy of the whole works. It is 
an eye-opener, even to those of us who for 
years have recognised this body under the 
appropriate name of ‘British Brainwashing 
Corporation’. Appropriate? Well, at least 
in respect of the last two words anyway. 
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A long record of 

political thuggery 
IT IS a time-hon- 
oured tradition of 
the radical left in 
politics to organise 
a violent demons- 
tration with the 
clear purpose of physically intimidating 
their political opponents - plus any agents 
of law-enforcement who might try to stop 
them in that endeavour - then to let out a 
highly publicised and dramatised whine of 
protest if any of them happen to be so un- 
lucky as to receive a taste of.their own 
medicine. 

The art has been well cultivated down 
the ages. The left announces that a 
‘peaceful demonstration’ is to take place. 
It then promptly ensures that an adequate 
number of its own stormtroops go to the 
occasion well ‘tooled’ up with bricks, 
clubs, bottles, stones and, sometimes, 
much more sophisticated means of physical 
persuasion. All hell is let loose against . 
those who are the targets of the ‘peaceful 
demonstration’. If the police happen to get 
in the way, they are violently attacked too. 
Every possible means is employed to prov- 
oke police officers into vigorous counter- 
action, including all manner of insults. 
Then, if one hair on the precious little 
heads of the lefties is harmed, either by 
their opponents or the police, a gigantic 
squeal goes up in which opponents, police 
or both are accused of ‘brutality’. This 
becomes the theme for a new political 
propaganda campaign, conducted with all 
the orchestrated emotion of a sick soap- 
opera. 

This is exactly what happened with the 
long, drawn-out and well publicised ‘Blair 
Peach Enquiry. 

Blair Peach was a schoolteacher with 
affiliations with all kinds of far left groups, 
including the Socialist Workers’ Party. He 


Send 20p for information pack. 


To: 

P.O. BOX 163 
LONDON E.C.2. 
(Tel. 01-739 2187) 
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BLAIR PEACH 


SO THE 
POLICE 
ACTED 
ROUGH! 


had a long record of involvement in violent 
demonstrations before the day on which, 
during last year’s General Election, he went 
with a mob several thou- 
sand strong and represent- 
ing a variety of extreme 
left-wing and coloured 


been bored almost to despair by the naus- 
eating saga of the ‘Blair Peach Enquiry , 
an extravagant leftist publicity stunt con- 
ducted (how else?) at considerable public 
expense and providing a platform for every 
variety of left-wing political priest to par- 
ade his tears and at the same time take a 
swipe at Britain’s police. 

The outcome of the enquiry is that 
Scotland Yard officers have acknowledged 
that Peach was struck an excessive blow by 
a member of the Special Patrol Group, 

Another enquiry, conducted by The 
Sunday Times newspaper, came to the 
dramatic conclusion that in addition to the 
fatal blow against Peach some police beh- 
aved in a manner very nasty when they 
broke into a house from the roof of which 
mobs had been hurling missiles at them 
for the past hour. 

What do we think? We think that in 
view of the manner in which Peach and his 
fellow mobsters behaved at Southall they 
deserved all they got from the police - and 


Se 


ee 
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immigrant groups to smash 


up an election meeting 
being held by the Nation- 
al Front in Southall, where 


the NF was putting up a 
candidate. 


SAVAGE ATTACK 


When the police stood 
between these mobs and 


the meeting, they were 


violently and savagely 


attacked and scores of 
policemen were injured, 
some seriously. 

In the meantime, in 
the midst of the melee 
Blair Peach received a 
blow over the head and died. 

Ever since that moment the nation has 


course. 


POLICE VICTIM OF RED RAMPAGE AT SOUTHALL 
Sgt. James Edinburgh (above) was just one of the many police 
officers beaten up by the anti-NF mobs. No tears for him of 


much more. Have we now heard the last of 
this protracted red lament? We hope so. 
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